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IV. 

" THE SOUTH IN THE UNION ARMY." 

An article by " Felix A. Reeve," in the Review of November last, makes 
comparisons between certain Northern and Southern States, as to their relative 
patriotism during the war of the rebellion, as evidenced by the respective numbers 
of troops furnished by the States referred to. Some time since, almost precisely 
the same argument appeared as an editorial in Harper's Weekly, in which the 
same figures were given, and the same comparisons made, and the alleged result 
treated as a most curious and surprising fact which had so far escaped attention. 
If such alleged statistics, which are so distorted as to produce fictitious results, are 
to pass unchallenged, we may soon see it proven by figures, " which cannot lie, " 
that the South alone suppressed the rebellion. 

Your correspondent compares the percentage of soldiers furnished by several 
States upon the basis of the total number of men of military age in those 
States, according to the census of 1860. He makes his comparisons more particu- 
larly between Delaware and Vermont, and, as the facts will give almost the same 
results between any or all of the States he refers to — that is, between the border 
slave States on the one hand and some of the strongest Republican States of the 
North on the other — I will, to avoid the repetition <jf the same class of figures, con- 
fine myself mainly to the two States mentioned. 

Mr. Reevo states that Delaware furnished 13,670 soldiers out of a population 
of 18,000 white ma les of military age, being 75 per cent ., while Vermont furnished 
only 58 per cent, of her like population. 

It is well known that the quota of soldiers called for by the "War Department 
from each State was based upon the number of males liable to military duty in 
each State, and that the method of ascertaining this number was in all States the 
same. Now, if Mr. Reeve had examined further the tables of the Adjutant Gen- 
eral's office, whence all these figures come, he would have found that the total 
quota of Vermont was 32,074 men, while the State furnished 34,639 soldiers, and 
that the quota of Delaware was 13,935, while she furnished 13,670 soldiers. Now, 
either his figures are incorrect, or else the Government inflicted a great wrong 
upon the " heroic little State," as Mr. Reeve terms Delaware, in requiring her to 
furnish an undue proportion of troops. So with the other States he refers to. The 
comparison, as he makes it, is always in favor of the Southern State. But the record 
shows that Massachusetts was called on for 139,095 soldiers, and sent 146,730 to 
the field. Rhode Island's quota was 18,898, and she sent 23,386. That of Illinois 
was 244,496, and she furnished 259,092 ; of Kansas 12,931, while she furnished 
20,149 soldiers. 

Of the Border Slave States, Kentucky's quota was 100,782 ; she furnished 
75,760. That of Maryland was 70,965, while she sent 46,638. 

It would seem that either these figures or those of Mr. Reeve are wrong, but 
both are correct. It is in his deductions that he disproves the old saying that 
" figures cannot lie ;" for they can be made to pervert the truth to a remarkable 
degree. 

He says that Delaware had only about 18,000 white males in 1860, yet she 
sent 13,670 men into the Union army. In this distinction lies the secret of the 
curious result he arrives at. Delaware had in 1860 22,000 men of military age, 
but of these 4,000 (in round numbers) were colored. Vermont could not have 
raised an infantry company of black men if she had conscripted every negro within 
her borders. 
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Mr. Reeve states that the Border and Slave States furnished over 350,000 
white soldiers to the Union, and nearly 100,000 blacks. 

The truth is, and the record shows, that these States furnished a little over 
350,000 men, while the colored troops not credited to the States numbered 93,441, 
and the total of colored troops was 186,097, the difference of 92,656 being credited 
upon the quotas of the several States furnishing them, and, consequently all, or 
nearly all, being included in the 350,000 men credited to the Border States. 

Yet Mr, Reeve, by his peculiar process of arithmetic, calculates the percentage 
that this 350,000 soldiers— over one-fourth negroes— bears to the white males of 
military age in the Border States, and compares it with similar estimates from the 
Northern States, in which the colored factor is missing entirely. 

Having arrived at these remarkable conclusions, Mr. Reeve bases upon them 
an argument, the gist of which is that without the assistance of the loyal men of 
the South the government could not have suppressed the rebellion. This is, per- 
haps, true ; for the services of the Union men of the Border States will never be 
fully known, and cannot be too highly appreciated. 

But it is also true that if the Union sentiment in the North had been as strong 
as was the secession sentiment in the States of the Confederacy, it would not have 
taken four years to break down the rebellion. With the Knights of the Golden 
Circle in the West, and the anti-draft rioters in the East, and the thousands of 
"copperheads" all through the North, the "left wing of Lee's army " wasagreater 
menace to the success of the Union arms than all the Union men south of Mason 
and Dixon's line were to the South. 

It has become fashionable with a certain class of writers of the North to 
belittle the achievements of their own section during the war. Some are those 
men who, in search of that political purity which will better agree with their 
delicate organisms, have left the party of Grant, Garfield, and Logan, and, having 
sought new affiliations in the company of those whom for years they have 
denounced as traitors, are now seeking to justify themselves by discovering here- 
tofore unseen merits in their new friends, and similarly unknown faults in their 
old ones. Then we have the generals who went to the rear during the war. Ac- 
cording to these gentry Grant was always doing the wrong thing, Sherman was a 
" crank " and a falsifier, and Sheridan a mere accident, while all the truly great 
generals who could have won battles upon strictly military lines were in retire- 
ment. 

We might take counsel of the South in this respect. Admitting, as do most 
of the men of that section, that secession was an error, and vying with the North 
in their present devotion to the old flag, they love and honor their leaders, and 
revere the memory of Lee, Jackson, and Hood. They look back with pardonable 
pride upon the military prowess of the South, while it is left for the pessimists of 
the North to discredit their own people, and to belittle the services of their great 
leaders, and of the rank and file, who achieved the results that saved a nation. 

A. P. Moret. 

V. 

MB. CONWAY'S DRESS-COAT KING. 

I mat misapprehend the object, fail to follow the reasoning, and entirely miss 
the deduction of the contributor of the article entitled " Our King in Dress Coat" 
in your current number— probably I do — but having read it twice, it has brought 
me to a higher and more patriotic appreciation of the simplicity and perpetuity 
of American institutions than I heretofore possessed, and in proportion to that 



